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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 
Responsive to Request for Continued Examination (RCE) filed February 7, 2007. Claims 1, 24, 
and 32 have been amended. Claims 1, 3-22, and 24-35 remain pending further examination. 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
• In the remarks, the Applicant argues in substance: 

Argument: Bracho does not teach determining the order of events on the basis of sequence 
numbers/ the cited portion of Bracho teaches that duplicate events are discarded on the basis 
of sequence numbers, but not that the sequence numbers are used for ordering events. 
Furthermore, Bracho et al do not teach the sequence numbers are on a per subscription 
basis. 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. As is well known to one skilled in the art, a 
sequence number is used to determine order. Bracho et al' s discarding of duplicate events 
based on the sequence number clearly teaches that the sequence number is used to determine 
the order of the events (See column 14, lines 14-17). Furthermore in Figure 9, Bracho et al 
teach routing blocks for each event. The routing information includes a sixty-four-bit sequence 
number initially assigned to the event by the publisher. (See Fig. 9. column 15, lines 36-39) 
Therefore. Bracho meets the scope of the claimed limitation. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 3 depends on 
canceled claim 2. Appropriate correction is required. For examination purposes, claim 3 will be 
taken to depend from claim 1. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 3 recites the limitations the sequence number", " the events" , " the at least 
two event messages" There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 3 is also indefinite because it is unclear whether the " at least two event 
messages" recited in claim 3 is the same as the " at least two event messages" recited in 
parent claim 1. Clarification is requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use 
or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the' United States. 

6. Claims 1, 3-4, 6-16, 18-22, 24-26, 28-32, and 34-35 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bracho et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,974:417). 

7. As per claims 1 and 23, Bracho et al teach a method for receiving event notification in a 
network, comprising: 

subscribing to a first event source to create an event subscription (colunm 4, lines 50-52, 
abstract); 
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receiving at least two event inessages(colunm 2. lines 17-20, abstract) each comprising a 
subscription based sequence number and a time stamp from the first even when events occur at 
the first event source(Figure 9, abstract); and 

determining the order of events within the first event source on the basis of the 
sequence number within the at least two event messages (Figure 9, column 14, lines 6-18, 
abstract); and 

revoking the event subscription (column 7. line 15). 

8. As per claim 3, Bracho et al teach subscribing to a second event source; 

receiving at least two event messages each comprising a sequence number and a time 
stamp from the second event source when second events occur at the second, event source 
(Figure 9, column 14, lines 6-18, column 10. lines 1-19); 

determining the order of events within the second event source on the basis of the 
sequence number within the at least two event messages from the second event source (Figure 

9, column 14, lines 6-18, column 10, lines 1-19); and 

ordering the events from the second event source with respect to the first event source 
on the basis of the time stamp within each of the at least two event messages from the first 
event source and the at least two second event messages from the second event source (column 
7, lines 55-67, column 6, lines 55-67, column 10, lines 1-19). 

9. As per claim 4, Bracho et al teach wherein the received event messages are described 
with a Type Description Language (column 4, lines 45-47). 

10. As per claim 6, Bracho et al teach wherein the received event messages can convey both 
absolute and relative values (colimm 11, line 40-60). 
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11. As per claim 7, Bracho et al teach wherein the first event source defines the events 
raised by the first event source as a name-type pair (column 4, lines 50-63. column 6, lines 55- 
67). 

12. As per claim 8, Bracho et al teach wherein the event source and an event sink are 
identified using standard types lEventSource and leventSink, respectively (column 12, lines 4- 
42). 

13. As per claim 9, Bracho et al teach wherein the first event source supports filtering of 
events raised by the first event source (column 8, lines 17-30). 

14. As per claim 10, Bracho et al teach wherein a subscriber can establish an event filter as 
part of an initial subscription (column 8, lines 17-30). 

15. As per claim 11. Bracho et al wherein a subscriber can update an event filter established 
as part of an initial subscription (column 8, lines 17-30, colimin 11, line 1-5) . 

16. As per claim 12. Bracho et al teach wherein the Type Description Language comprises a 
markup language (column 4, lines 45-47). 

17. As per claim 13, Bracho et al teach wherein the first event source messages are one- 
way messages (column 14, line 63- column 15. line 17). . 

18. As per claim 14, Bracho et al teach wherein the event subscription is made to the first 
event source by way of an intermediary (column 14. line 63- colimin 15, line 17). 

19. As per claim 15, Bracho et al teach wherein the event is received through an 
intermediary (column 8, line 30-50). 

20. As per claim 16, Bracho et al teach wherein the event subscription is defined in a type 
description language (column 4. lines 45-47). 

21. As per claim 18, Bracho et al wherein the first event source is an object on a digital 
device (column 4, lines 1-39). 
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22. As per claim 19. Bracho et al teach comprising setting a lease term after an expiration of 
which the first event source discontinues transmission of event messages (column 7, line 15. 
column 23). 

23. As per claim 20, Bracho et al teach comprising sending a renewal message to renew the 
lease term (column 7, line 1-15). 

24. As per claim 21. Bracho et al teach wherein the network is an intranet (Figure 1, column 
4. line 40-50). 

25. As per claim 22. Bracho et al teach wherein the network is the Internet (Figure 1, column 
4. line 40-50). 

26. As per claims 24-26, 28-31, and 34-35. these claims are similar to claims 1. 2. 4. 13. 14, 
and 19-21 above, therefore are rejected under the same rationale. 

27. As per claim 32. Bracho teaches a method for using services in a computer network 
comprising: 

subscribing to an event on a first digital device (column 4, lines 50-52, abstract); 

receiving an indication in a type description language comprising a time stamp and a 
subscription based sequence number that the event has occurred on the first digital device 
(Figure 9, column 14, lines 6-18, column 10. lines 1-19); and 

requesting a server to be performed by the first digital device after receiving the 
indication that the event has occurred (colimm 5. lines 10-11). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

28. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
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person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made, 

29. Claims 5, 17, 27, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bracho et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,974.417) 

30. As per claim 5, Bracho et al fail to teach wherein the received event messages are 
delivered as SOAP messages. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant* s invention to combine the use of SOAP messages in Bracho et al because doing so 
would create a broader and simpler network by allowing programs of different operating systems 
and protocols to transfer event messages with one another. 

31. As per claims 17, 27, and 33, Bracho et al fail to teach the use of extensible markup 
language. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's invention to include extensible Markup Language because lets Web developers 
and designers create tags that offer greater flexibility in organizing and presenting information 
than is possible with the older HTML document coding system. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Ramsey Refai whose telephone number is (571) 272-3975. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5.00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner' s 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone nimiber 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner 
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